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FOREWORD

Work Unit SIMULATE of the Human Resources Research Office proposes
to develop improved techniques of combat simulation for several high-
priority skills. The research reported here was undertaken in Work
Sub-Unit 1I, "Exploratory Development of Simulation and Miniaturiza-
tion Concepts," and describes current Army practices in the simulation
of combat operations for the purpose of training general and special

staff officers.
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This survey describes an intermediate step--an analysis of current
staff training practices--in the total research process. This informa-
tion was needed in order to determine the kind and amount of training
being given, the training methods being used, and the training problems
that need to be solved. This information will be used in the develop-
ment of improved simulational techniques and in increasing the combat
realism of current training methods.
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The recearch was conducted at HumRRO Division No. 2 (Armor), Fort
Knox, Kentucky. It began under the supervision of Dr. Norman Willasrd, Jr.,
and was completed under Dr. Donald F, Haggard, the present Director of
: Research. Military support was provided by COL Charles H. Brown and
. , LTC William Q. Harty, former Chiefs of the US Army Armor Human Research
E : ! Unit, and is being continued by the present Unit Chief, LTC John A,

d ' Hutchins, Jr, Earlier publications resulting from Work Unit SIMULATE
are two technical Reports, "Improving Army Training Through Simulation,"
'“i (SIMULATE I), by Robert A. Baker and Willism L. Warnick, August 1968;
and, "Determination of Combat Job Requirements for General and Unit
Staff Personnel at Division, Brigade, and Battalion Levels," (SIMULATE
11), by Robert A, Baker, February 1969.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH

Background

In December 1961, Headquarters, US Continental Army Command, concerned
with the problem of constantly shrinking training areas and the increasing
range requirements of new and more powerful weapons, undertook a formal
study of battlefield simulation and the miniaturization of training. The
first step of the study was an Army-wide survey of all Army commands con-
cerned with trainiug.2 The survey, in the form of a detailed questiomnaire
about training facilities and limitations, uncovered a number of critical
and Army-wide training problems that must be solved if the Army's combat-
readiness mission is to be fulfilled. In general, the survey confirmed
the fact that for most Army tactical units, combat training is severely
limited or impossible because of insufficient room for the tactical employ-
ment and movement of troops and the lack of adequate range facilities for
firing large caliber weapons, missiles, and aircraft. Although the variety
of replies prohibits @ full and detailed listing, the major problems can
be categorized as follows:

1. Llong-range weapons requiring extensive ground and air space
(e.g., Honest John missile, 175mm gun, APDS ammunition).

2. Weapons, vehicles, and tactics which vequire extensive ailr space
(e.g., armed helicopters, drones, aerial observer training).

3. Ucapons, vehicles, and tactice which require extensive ground
space (e.g., the Tank Crew Qualification Course; .50 caliber aad 20mm

automatic weapons; combined armé team employment; battalion, brigade,

%Lecter, HQ USCONARC, ATTNG-TNG 680, 15 December 1961, to all Com-
mands, subject: "Miniaturization of the Battlefield” (Reports Comtrol
Symbol ATING-(0T)=-383), and 27 Replies and Annexes I and 1I.
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g and division tactical maneuvers). l;
5 4. Special training such as CBR, logistics, engineering, and intelli- :
% gence (e.g., Special Forces Operations, demolitions, bridging, and nuclear [3
% : weapons training, which are limited by space, safety, and other necessary i;
% ‘% considerations).

; In the summer of 1962, Headquarters Seventh US Army began a training l;
é ares study that was instituted 'because of the inadequacy of local and ;e
; major training arcas."> The problem was created by: =
i 1. An expanding German econowmy that has increased pressure on US g
% ; Forces to release lands and further restrict the use of local training ”
é : areas. L;
; 2, The sharing of US-controlled major training areas by NATO forces

f % and the limitation of battalion training time at any major training area {-
g ' to a maximum of six weeks per year. l

3. An expanding Bundeswehr that entails increased requirements for

time and space. !

f ; 4, Mechanization of Seventh US Army and the introduction of new

3
24
[ R

5 veapons.

.

Seventh Army 18 also confronted with the sawe training restrictions

Rentenediastt

as the commands that replied to the CONARC survey. As long as there lo

& need for combat veady forces, weapons technology will probably ccn-

recamncy prmen

2
;

tinue to improve. With such improvement there will be a need for

; training and vetraining in order to achieve and msintain the required i.
¥
i degree of combat veadiness. Thus both present and future training
‘ JLatter, Hq Seventh US Army, AETGC-TT, 2 October 1963, to GINC-USAREUR,
- " subject: “Training Area Study." The study, independent of the CONARC
q “ survey, was coapleted in October 1963.
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requirements indicate the need for either (s) a sizable incresse in the
total amount of land, both at home and abroad, set aside for combat
training, or (b) the development of satisfactory substitutes for field
training by means Jof special training devices or simulators, or by means
of reducing the space requirements (e.g., reduced charge ammunition,
terrain boards, and maximum use of available terrain); that is, battle-
field miniaturization.

Recognition of the need and the alternatives is contained in the
conclusions and recommendations sections of both the USCONARC survey and
the Seventh Army training area study. In the USCONARC analysis, a dual
research project was recommended, and it was suggested that HumRRO con-
duct the study of the overall training aspects of the problam, whereas
USNTDC stiould conduct the training device and simulation aspects.4 In
both instances, the goal of this research was to be the production of
specific solutions to the problems uncovered by the survey. In the
conclugions section of the Seventh Army study, a requirement for the
development and inclusion of additional mintaturization and training
devices in the Army's training plans was made ( pava d) and in the
recommendations section the following major requirements were stated:

1. “That each division, cavalry regiment, and the Combined Arme
School be equipped with the miniature tank battlefield.” (para b)

2. "That the field of plastic training ammunition be vesearched
for possible acceptance into the Army training field and that HumRR
be encotraged to deterwmine what training activities in USAREUR can be

subjected to the same type of simulation as the Miniature Tank

6See Note 2.
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Battlefield.”" (para c)

3. "That at least four additional Trainfire Ranges be considered
for construction to allow all personnsl within the Seventh Army area to
{ire their annual arns qualification on this type range.” (para d)

In response to these recommendations and to a specific request froa
Headquarters, US Army Europe, a HumRRD representative visited Seventh
Army in February 1964 to study the training arca problem. After the
visit, Headquarters, Office of the Chief of Research and Development
sponsored & vne-year HumRRO exploratory study (FY 1965) for the purpose
of (a) further defining the problem area, (b) conducting a survey of
existing training device concepts and techniques of simulation and
miniaturization, and (c) undertaking san analysis of the present Army

system for development and {mplementation of such methods and techniques.

This work, now nearing completion, will pinpoint a number of high prioritcy

«rmy needs and suggest a numbar of specific devices and techniques which
offer considerable promise as solutions to some of the critical trainiuy
problews.

Some of these problems and suggested solutions are shown in Table 1.

As showm in the table, no ona research organization within the Army Study

System is cu-rently able to econduct research on all aspects of the problem

and to provide firm cost-effectiveness ratios for all the poasible solu-
tions, devices, and procedures that might be proposed for future evalua-
tion. Therefore, in keeping with HuakRO's misaion and capability, soue

selection and reduction of the problem was indicated.

SHuman Resources Research Office. Work Program, Figegl Yegr 1963
(Alexandria: HumkRO, 30 June 1964).

-

b ¢

§ oy,
. .

Ft

!
&

AR G ol s s s

b BTG ikt o . < €.

g
as




3l

o !
3 o - i
3 L.

1 } |

i Table 1

P
' : Types of Army Training That May Require Simulstion and Miniaturization

! Baged on CONAR . veys

e .

b | A. MAJOR UNIT TACTICAL EXERCISES THAT IRESENT A TRAINING DIFFICULTY:

|

3 ' ROAD Diivision; Brigade; Awmor Batty ion; Mechanized Battalion;

Tank Company;* Machanized Infantry onpany;* Armored Cavalry Regi-

:. ment; Armored Cavalry Squadron  ..ored Cavalry Troop;* Armored

' i Cavalry Platoon.*

Q . SOLUTIONS MOST FREQUENTLY SUGGLSTED BY ARMY COMMAND PERSONMNEL:

|

3 ‘- 1. Continue to condnuct largs scale PTX's. Pay necessary costs.

\ 2. Procure additional public lands, ranges, etc., for use on

& ' . permanent, round-the-year basis.

3. Use only computerized war games, two-sideq map exercises, etc.

i 4. Use reduced-scale FTX's. Make maximum use of available terrain. :

l 5. Develop and administer realistic CP exercises for company level :
4 - and up. Use tield vraining at platoon ':vel and below. i
; 6. Train units in isolated arcas im large-scale F1X's ano rotate
3 ! to USAREUR, FECOM, etc.
7. Use special simulators, atds, and devices for small units (aquad, ‘
- ! platoon, and coepany. (se cameras, miniature battlefield, |

comkat decisions games, expanded for larger level operations.

g o 1 *§kill analyses and idenatificatioas have been made for the Armored

. Cavalery Platoon, and pertially mede tor the Tank Company, ’wohadized

Infantry Company, and Arrored Cavalry Troup.

3

,
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Table 1 Continued
B. WEAPONS FIRING THAT PRESENTS A TRAINING DIFFICULTY:
Tank Gunnery (M4l, M48, M60);* Tank Gunnery (Sheridan);* Armad

Helicopter Missile (M6); Antitank Guided Missile (ENTAC

Shillelagh);* Recoilless Rifle (M40ALl and M67); Mortar (M29

and M30); Arcillery (M56SP)--105 Howitzer, 185 Howitzer, 8-Inch

Howitzer; Misgile Artillery--Pershing, Sergeant, Lance, Honest

John, Little John, Hawk.

COLUTIONS MOST FREQUENTLY SUGGESTED BY ARMY COMMAND PERSONNEL: ?
1. Use conventional classroom training and range or field firing. i !';

2. Employ subcaliber substitution in range or field training or ?

subcaliber substitution on miniature ranges. by

3. Use plastic or reduced~charge ammunition. -

4. Use special training aids, firing simulators, and devices,
- e.g. taak turret trainer, tank vs tank live fire device,
cineteur, and Shillelagh devices.

|
Tl e e i

5. Use simulated firing and dry firing exercises.

6. Isolate critical skills and train intensively on part or »
critical skill elements. y

*Skill analyses and identifications have been made for the Mé4l,

M48, and M60 tank guns, and partially made for the Sheridan tank and

the Antitank Guided Missile (ENTAC Shillelagh).
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This reduction took the form of (a) completing a survey of existing
training device concepts and simulation and miniaturization techniques,
and (b) making an analysis of the present Army system for the development
and implementation of such procedures.6

The re:ults of this study indicated that significant improvement in
the tactical proficiency of battalions, brigades, and divisions is highly
correlated with the experience and training of general and unit staff
officers. It was therefore decided to concentrate on methods of improving
the training of general and unit staffs. Surveys, or systematic efforts
to determine the manner in which these officers are being trained for
combat assignment, and the means of improving such trainlng, were in

short supply. A survey of current training practices and procedures was

therefore undertaken.

Objective of the Study

The overall objective of Work Unit SIMULATE was the improvement of
combat simulation and training at higher levels of unit organization.
The initial phase of the research for SIMULATE I1 was an attempt to
determine present staff training practices and procedures and to identify
critical training problems.

To obtain information on present and future needs with regard to
staff training for combat, an Army-wide survey was made, covering (a)
staff training practices and procedures in Army schools, (b) on~the-job

staff trainin; practices and procedures, (c) differences between staff

6Baket, Robert A., and Warnick, William L. Improving Army Training
Through Simulation, Drc#t Technical Report, HumRRO Division No. 2 (Armor)
(Fort Knox, August 1968).
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operations in garrison and in combat, and (d) present and future gtraff

training problems.

P
M -

The specific objectives of the survey were to (a) determine staff

training problems at general and unit levels, (b) find ways of improving

T S
.

the quality and increasing the quantity of staff training, and (c¢) obtain
additional information on staff proficiency which would be useful in id

improving combat simulation in future staff tra‘ning exercises. ..

Mecnod

General Approach.
Command and General Staff College, the US Army Infantry School, and the

First, staff training literaturc used by the ;‘

US Army Armor School was studied to determine what types of questions {

would be most appropriate for use in the survey. )

Discussions of the content of the survey were held with instructors

in the Cowmand and Staff Departments of the three schools. Also Command !

and General Staff College courses related to general staff operations

and procedures were audited. g

On the basis of the information obtained from the Army schools, a .
list of 33 questions was prepared for use in interviewing unit commanders g

f and their staff members. The questions, some general and others specific, §‘

covered: the five general staff positions--Gl (personnel), G2 (intelli-

gence), G3 (operations), G4 (logistics), and G5 (civil affairs); the

chief of staff; the four unit staff positions--S1, 82, 33 and S4; and

; the unit executive officer. Content of the questions covered current

! training practices, procedures, and problems for each staff position;

pog  puny  fam)

operational practices and procedures of the Divisional Toctical Operations

Center (DTOC), and of brigade and battalion Command Posts (CP's); previous,
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current, and future Command Post Exercises (CPX's) and Field Training
Exercises (FTX's), including successes, failures, and problems associated
with such exercises; possible means of overcoming training area problems,
including suggestions and ideas for improving training realism and combat
simulation; and problems pertaining to the career pattern and training of
commanders and staff personnel, and the differences between their garrison
and combat duties.

The interviews were designed to elicit information about each job
position and each training practice or problem, and to obtain new ideas
and suggestions for improvement. Queations requiring a simple yes or no
answer were supplemented by more specific questions, to uncover the
reasoning on which the response was based. As the discussion developed
during each interview, additional questiors were asked as necessary, to
clarify and develop the ideas and concerts,’

Population and Sampling. From April to August 1966, the survey was
administered at the US Army Armor School, the US Army Infantry School,
the US Army Command and General Staff College, and five TOE ROAD Divisions
stationed in the United States. The divisional strength of the Army at
the time of the study included 18 TOE ROAD Divisions of which two were
Airborne Divisions, four were Armored Divisions, one was Air Assault, one
was Air Mobile Cavalry, and the remaining ten were Infantry and Mechanized
Infantry. To represent this population, the following organizations were

visited:

e ’Appendix A is th~ list of questions which served as the basis for
the interviews.




Division Number of Major Elements Location

82d Airborme 3 Brigades 1 Armor Bn Ft Bragg, N. C.
9 Airborne Bns
lst Armored 3 Brigades 4 Armor Bns Ft Hood, Texas i
6 Inf (Mech) Bns .
hod
2d Armored 3 Brigades 5 Armor Bns Ft Hood, Texas
4 Inf Bns -
4th Infantry 3 Brigades 2 Armor Bns Ft Lewis, Washington
8 Rifle Bns

1 Mech Inf Bn

5th Mech Inf 3 Brigades 2 Armor Bns Ft Carson, Colorado
8 Mech Inf Bns

Within each unit, the division, brigade, and battalion commanders or
their designated representatives and a number of senior staff officers
were selected for interview. Table 2 shows the number of officers inter-
viewed for each staff position.

At the two service schools and the Command and General Staff College,
the heads of the Command and Staff sections and departments and a number

of senior instructors were interviewed.

Method of Analysis. When the interview program was completed, the
replies to each question were tabulated to show the nuubers and percen-
tages of respondents who replied in various ways. It was considered
advisable to reflect the qualifying remarks of the respondents in pre-
paring the tabulations. In some instances, therefore, the statement of
the question was elaborated beyond the one that served as the starting
point.

In reporting the results, a quotation that reflected or typified
the majority point of view was selected and is given verbatim. If in

the opinion of the survey team there were minority points of view that a

10
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Table 2

Number of Officers Interviewed (by Job Position)

——

- .- Job Position Number Interviewed
f : Division Commander (or Deputy) 5
4 f -~ Brigade Commander (or Deputy) 15
; Battalion Commander 11
Chief of Staff 4
lv Executive Officer 3
Division Gl 5
Division G2 5
Division G3 5
: : Division G4 4
.; ﬁ Division G5 4
F Brigade S1 3
3 Brigade 52 2
‘E i Brigade S3 2
9 % Brigade S4 3
?' : Battalion Sl 2
§ Battalion §2 3
2 Battalion S§3 Z
; : . Battalion S4 2
fu School Department or Section Head 5
A 3 Ingtructor 7
| 92
t ! {
A i l number of officers agreed on--or if there were suggestions and recom-

mendations of particular importance-~these statements are also given.
Not all the officers answered every question. The percentage of

the officers who supported a particular point of view, and that part of

the officer population interviewed, are reported at the end of each quota-
T 5 tion. To preserve anonymity, only duty status and type of Army unit in

which the officer served are used to identify the source.

11
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: {_ SURVEY RESULTS

é_ I. Duties and Responsibilities of General and Unit Staff Officers

. With regard to those questions on the duties and responsbilities
; i~ of the general and unit staff officers; the majority of the officers inter-
f i viewed responded in the following manner:

QUESTION A: |Are there basic differences between the same staff job at the
: G level and the § level?
5 "No, there is basically no difference between the G~level staff jobs

! ' and the S-level staff, except that the G officer is more of a 'planner'’

and less of a 'doer' than the S level. At the G level you also have more

5 assistants to call on than you have at the S level"” (85% of total popula-
tion, N = 78).

; : "I don't understand what you mean about discrepancies between C and

f : GS and the Service Schools, unless you mean that they go into much more

detail about the how and get down to the nitty-gritty at the Service

] Schools" (55% of total population, N = 51),
"0f course, the real problem at the Service School is the lack of

l time to teach all of these skills, for S1 through §5, at the level of

j detail demanded by the combat assigument at any of the jobs. It can't

be done~-we just give them a survey, a broad brush-over" (95% of School

j 1 group, N = 11),

! QUESTION B: |Are staff duties approximately the same in garrison and in
| i combat?
i

"Emphatically NO! In combat you have to take care of the house-

N
! ! keeping as well as the war. Combat requires entirely different skills

and knowledges that are never used in garrison" (92% of total population,

13
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N = 85), &

QUESTION C: |Since staff functions are common, and officers are commonly e
trained in all jobs, why are S3's, G2's, etc., hand-picked
and carefully selected by the commanders?

"Although there are common staff functions such as supervising, etc., 1

f % each job is unique and requires differing patterns of asbilities and apti-
5 i tudes. Whereas an 82 should be a good detective, a G5 should be a good l&
| ri0 type, and a G3 a jack of all trades. You have to know your men when -
you pick them for these jobs. The more cxperience the man has on the job, ¢

or about the job, the better' (90% of total population, N = 83), i

! QUESTION D: |Should staff officers receive general problem-solving training
i as well as detailed knowledges and skills training?

"The problem here is one of time. There isn't time in either the
Advanced or Career Course in the branch Service Schools or at C&GS to

teach any officer how to be a 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Yet we can't afford

specialized training either because we can't predict where he'll go or -

what his job will be. So the training is primarily general" (95% of total

-+

population, N = 87).

"Training in generalized problem solving--on typical problems that
continually crop up in combat or garrison--might be a worthwhile approach"
(79% of total population, N = 73). :

QUESTION E: {What are the primary skill requirements or basic aptitudes
and abilities for?8

1
-

1. A Commander: 3
a. General leadership ability (90% of commanders, N = 28) {j
b. Flexibility (85X of commanders, N = 26)
c¢. Coordinator skills (72% of commanders, N = 22)

JORFIPIEDE TRy U UUE VU gy G Vs VU VRO

| e |

8
The skill requirements and abilities listed are those most frequently
mentioned or cited by the interviewees.

—— oy
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L d. Intuition (65% of commanders, N = 20)
e. Organizing ability (62% of commanders, N = 19)

i f. Guts (48% of commanders, N = 15)

b g. Ability to use his staff (45% of commanders, N = 14)
h. Knowledge of men (40X of commanders, N « 12)
i. Knowledge of job (35% of commanders, N = 11)

; 2. A Chief of Staff:
a. Ability to coordinate (97% of CO's and chiefs of staff, N = 34)

b. Knowledge of the commander
(94% of CO's and chiefs of staff, N = 33)
¢. Knowledge of staff duties and skills

' (88% of CO's and chiefs of staff, N = 31)
i d. Planning ability - (85% of CO's and chiefs of staff, N = 30)
; e. Problem—solving ability

(70% of C0's and chiefs of staff, N = 25)

i~ 3. A Gl (S1) Pergonnel Offgcét:
a. Managerial ability (68 of commanders and staff officers, N = 54)

| b. Arithmetic ability (55% of commanders and staff officers, N = 44)
{ ¢. Clerical ability (47% of commanders and staff officers, N = 38)
d. Ability to plan and organize

i (44% of commanders and staff officers, N = 35)
| e, Knowledge of the organization
o (23% of commanders and staff officers, N = 18)
4. A G2 (S2) Intelligence Officer: :
a. Analytical ability (75% of commanders and staf{ officers, N = 60)
b. Intuition (70X of commanders and staff officers, N = 56)
¢. Tactical skill (53% of commanders and staf{ fficers, N = 42)
d. Attention to detail
(42% of commanders and staff officers, N = 34)
e. Ability to talk and write clearly
(337 of commanders and staff officers, N = 26) J
5. AG3 (83) Operationg Officer:
a. Ability to plan and organize

(312 of commanders and staff officers, N = 65)
b, Clear thinking (67% of commanders and staff officers, N = 54)
¢. Abllity to get along with pecple

(61% of commsanders and ataff officers, N = 49)
d. Tactical knowledge and skill

(54% of commanders and scafl officers, N = 43)
¢. Knowledge of the organization

(35% of commanders and staff officers, N = 28)

6. A GA (84) Logistice Officer:
a., Organizational and adainistrastive ability
(822 of commanders snd staff officevrs, N = 66)
b. Attention to detsil
(812 of commanders and staff officers, N = 65)
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¢c. Mathematical or numerical ability

(63X of commanders and
d. Ability to get along with people

(512 of commanders and
e. Ability to plan ahead

(472 of commanders and

7. A G5 (S5) Civil Affairs Officer:

staff officers,
staff officers,

staff officers,

a. Ability to get along with people - diplomatic ability

(92X of commauders and
b. Ability to coordinate

(81X of commanders and
c. Supervisory abilicy

(64 of commanders and
d. Planning ability (522 of commanders and

QUESTION F: |Is there any one skill or ability of
to a commander? A staff offlcer?

staff officers,
staff officers,

staff officers,
staff officers,

N = 50)

N = 41)

N = 38)

N = 74)
N = 65)

N = 51)
N = 42)

fundamental importance

1. A Commander:

a. Leadership (98X of
b. Tactical ability (902 of
c. Flexibility (81% of
d. Guts (49% of
e. Problem solving ability (412 of
f. Ability to use men (38X of

2. A Staff Officer:
a. Job knowledge (84X of commanders and
b. Ability to handle small details
(80Z of commanders and
c. Planning and organizing ability

(712 of commanders and
d. Ability to coordinate
(662 of commanders and

QUESTION G: )jAre there fundamental personality or

‘type?

commanders, N =
commanders, N =
commanders, N =
commanders, N =
commanders, N =
commanders, N =

staff officers,
staff officers,
staff officers,

staff officers,

30)
28)
25)
15)
13)
12)

N = 67)
N = 64)

N = 57)

N = 53)

character differences
between "Commanders" as a type, and "Staff Officers" as a

"No, not really. I can think of all types of commanders with radi-

cally different personalities. Take for example, Bradley and Patton.

Alike? Not in any sense of the word. Our whole system, as you know, is

based on the assumption that every good officer can serve as a staff

officer and, 1f really good, can become a commander.

That is, we know

that the best tend to come out at the top of the heap" (86% of commanders
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and staff officers, N = 69),

"Something that unfortunately we've never been able to do, but that
I'd like to see tried, 1is to have our officers serve in every staff posi-
tion befcre being given command., I think they'd make superb commanders
this way. Not only would knowing the staff jobs enable them to tell when
their own staff did a thorough job--but they als¢ would be able to teach
the staff how and wha* to do" (Deputy Infantry Division Commander's
suggestion). 90X of the commanders and staff personnel (N = 72} who
were queriad about this felt that it would be desirable, but could not
see how it cousd be accomplished. (See Question 4.)

QUESTION H: 1Should every officer be trained as both a commurdevr and a
'staff officer, or should they specialize?

e ek = v s 2 .-

"I don't see that, under the present circumstances, we have any
other alternative but to continue our present training philosophy, i.e.,
to train them for both staff and command jobs. Upecialization is fine
if we had a different world, and could be sure of getting vhat ve need
and assuming that we could solve the career and promotion prodlexs, and
a different sort of o Army. But things happen so awiftly i{a coabat
that flexibility of know-how 13 essential” (94X of commandere and gtaft
officers, N = 7%).

"1'd like to see every officer thoroughly trained im all the staff
skilla-=but how {& this poasible?” (601 of total populstion, ¥ = 35).

QUESTION 4: !what sort of on-the-job combat staff training {s given in
your organisation?

“Other than the CONARC-vequired mancuvers, FTX's and €PX‘'s, nothing.

1?
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We simply don't have the time or personnel for anything else with our

i

current mission. Of course, we do have the older hands or the CO teach E

the new peopls the jobs, i.e., break them in" (92X of commanders and

staff officers, N = 74), {
"We have a regular nap-exercise game that we play, and we fight back

and forth across . Each officer plays his own staff Lo

role with our regular TOE and SOP and 1 give them problezs periodically ™
they have .0 solve.... We won a medal on the last Desert STRIKE Exsrcise,
if you want to know how effective it is" (armor brigade commsnder).

QUESTION B: |Who prepares your staff training exercises (CPX's, FIX's,
,“°‘” Who monitors or supervises thewm?

1. Whe prepares!?
a. We do, or divisfon (75X of commanders and staff officers, N » 60) §
b. Corps (602 of commanders and staff officers, ¥ = 48) i
c. Army (50 of commanders and staff officers, K = &0)
d. CONARC (402 of commanders and staff officers, N = 32) .
¢, STRIXKE command (25% of commanders and staff officers, X « 20) i q
f. Forws: staff members

(202 of commanders and staff officers, K = 16)

2. Mho monitors? i

s. Cowmander (80% of commanders and staff officers, X « 64) .

b. Jther units fros our division

(502 of commanders and staff officers, K = 40)
¢. Corpe (40X of commanders and staff officers, ¥ = 32)
4. Acrwy (W% of commanders and staff offizevs, ¥ » 24)
e. STRIKE (252 of commanders and staff officevrs, ¥ = 20)

QUESTION C: }m you satisfied with the training your staff has veceived
s0 far? With your own training!? 14 it be { 1

“1f 1 had competent, fully triined and experionced people--the people

we've using the pespls us have ia thess slots ard they are yowmg, inex-
perienced, and--for the wost part~-they are wntrained” (85I of commsnders,
Rs 2‘)0

L
1 should have--in wy staf{ alots, thea ! vould be satisfied. Right now E
“For the ivalned people [ have, yes, 1's satisfled vith tostr training” '

18
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(60X of the commanders, N = 19).

"“Yes, I am satisfied with may own trsining, but I learnsd a great deal
wyself on the job and through experience” (78X of the cosmanders, N « 23),
"Realism in staff exsrcises end CPX's needs to Ve improved” (80X

of commanders and staff officers, K = 64).

“CPX's in general need to be improved” (94% of the population,
K= 87).

“We need to go into the field more-——ocut on the ground for personal
racon so we can lesrn how to occupy aand use terrain” (40X of commsnders
snd staff officers, N = 32),

"We need more, in fact constant, OJT and realistic CPX's to keep
up our skills and to keep us from getting rusty” (85X of commanders and
staff officers, N = 68).

“Support personnel must also practice their skills tn the field--
or some way--under simulated combit conditions™ (432 of commanders and
staff oflicers, K= )).

“We need more training in the use of our commmications--especially
in tne use of the intelligence net™ (303 of commanders and staff officars,
K= 24),

“At present the aet is overdurdensd and we need guidance snd
direction on the use of the intelligence nat and hov to handle the
morecus amount of informetion we gat"™ (251 of commanders and staff
efficars, & = 20),

QUESTION D: (Do you havé enough time for QJTT 1If Vo, vhat is the best
ution?

“No, we don't have time encugh for OJT" (942 of cowmsnders and staff
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officers, N = 77).

"The only solution is to scheduls time for it--give it command emphasis

and de-emphasize something else” (90X of commenders snd staff officers, -
= 72)0

"The only other solution is to squeete it in somehow” (957 of com-

manders and staff officers, X ~ 76).

QUESTION E: !}w do you supervise or bresk in inexperienced officers? {

"In general, it's mostly sink or swim. UWe give them guidelines in
the form of Mewos, SOP's, and personal advice and so do the Chief of
Staff and the other officers. We ¢ncourage theam te dring the ¢ifficult
ones to us first--before rhey goof” (781 cf commanders, N = 24),
QUESTION F: How can OJT Staff Training be fmproved?

1. lmprove realism of training exercises: -

(802 of commanders and s2sff officers, N = 64)
2. Schedule tiwme for staff trainirg on weekly basis:

(752 of cowmanders and staff officers, K = 60)
3. lacreass awount of routine daily work {n CPX's--slso occurs ia combat:

(682 of commanders and staff nfficers, ¥ = 54)
4. Increase command emphasis on staf{ trafaing: l.

(322 of commmnders and ataff officers, N = 42)
3. Include Heliborne and Alrborne operations and concepts:

(442 of cowmanders and staff officers, N = 35) i
6. CEmphasize staff coordinatiomn:

(382 of cowmanders and stalf officers, X » 30)
7. Include vork ia coordinmatiom with the Air Porce, Navy. and Merines:

(232 of coamenders and staff officers, K = 20)
6. Cross-train between Arwy branches:

(202 of cowmanders and staff officers, N = 16)
9. Change the CPX tervain and loeals frequently:

(102 of comandays snd staff officers, ¥ = §)

-

QUESTION G: jNould a DTOC or a (T Traiaser or cowputerized var game be

2f velve® -
“Dopends on wvhat it is--end how difficult to set up, waa, and use. "

Can't be too complex on the gadget eide or {t won't be waintsined, and if
sot malatained 1t woa't be uaed” (832 of communderv and etaff officers, ¥ » 68). E
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QUESTZON H: lfie you or your officers taking correspondence courses
f .

rom C&GS?
i YES (62X of commanders and staff officers, N = 50)
NO (387 of commanders and staff officers, N = 30)

o e

QUESTION I: |What is the best way to prepare or train a staff for combat?

"Combat experience at a junior staff or command level is best for
higher staff and command duty" (982 of commanders and staff cfficers,
N = 78).
"Next best is personal guidance from a combat experienced senior
lq officer" (80% of commanders and staff officers, N = 64),
"Finally, realistic, well-written, and carefully planned and staéed
{ CPX's" (70% of commanders and staff officers, N = 56).

g QUESTION J: |Are any of your garrison activities of training value for
! [your combat job? For the staff?

"Yes, some of the logistical problems, training problems, etc.,
but too few are of direct relevance. In other words, combat and garri-

son are radically different and tactical planning is, of course, not

o

done in garrison--except in training" (90% of commanders, N = 28),

l Same for the staff functions (88% of commanders, N = 27),

[ 1II. Combat Readinesg Training--Command Post and Field Training Exercises

QUESTION A: |What sort of staff combat training is provided? Are you
} satisfied with it? How can it be improved? What prevents
1. improvement?

{ "Other than our quarterly, semi-annual, and annual FTX's and CPX's,

none. Of course, the staff is busy on all of these" (89% of the com-

manders, N = 28).

e e
JPr—

"No, 1 am not setisfied with it. I feel we need more" (85X of the
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commanders, N = 26).
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L “The main problem with our CPX's is their lack of realism and our
lack of time for properly preparing and staging them" (782 of the com-
manders, N = 24).

"We simply don't have the time to prepare for combat and complete
our primary mission at the same time'" (92X of the commanders and staff

officers, N = 74).

QUESTION B: |How many CPX's do you have annually? How conducted? Are
they effective training media?

1, Five or more (10% of commanders, N = 3)
2. Two to four (37% of commanders, N = 12)
3. None to two, or what

is required by

higher Hq (53% of commanders, N = 16)

"We write them ourselves or use what is handed down, and spend two
or three days getting ready and then two or three days in the field running
it. We usually take only a limited number of support personnel since
they're needed to run things--the post, etc.--while we're training. As
you can imagine, they're not very effective. But this is not to say they
couldn't be if we spent time in preparation and execution with all our
personnel and gave them the proper command emphasis" (77% of commanders,

N = 24).

QUESTION C: [Are FTX's of any combat tralning value to the staff? How?
If no, why not?

"Yes, they're of some value to the staff. We do have to prepare
! logistical plans, operations orders, estimate POL requirements, road

clearances, coordination, etc. So I would say they are of some training

o s et

value. They are, of course, of more value to the troops and small unit
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leaders for whom they're intended. :If you're really asking do I consider
these as primary training vehicles for my staff, then I'd-havé to answer
no,--not by a long shot, since there are thousands of things the staff

must do that FIX's don’t begin to touch" (85X of the commanders and staff

officers, N = 68).

QUESTION D: jIt has been suggested that combat readiness can be gained
by strengthening training at small unit level, improving
CPX's in realism and content and then putting two trained
products together--reducing need for large-scale maneuvers.
What do you think?

"Certainly, I think this is what we have to do. Large scale FIX's
are necessary once in a while to test your commo, coordination, and
mobility, but for real combat readiness we need intensive workout on the
ground in realistic conditions. Now, this doesn't mean you have to have
all your combat elements out there, too--but you do need your full comple-
ment of staff and staff support people. If we wrote really good CPX's
and carried them out under realistic field conditions, we could really do
the job; assuming, of course, your line elements are doing what they have
to do, too" (67% of commanders aud stalf of[ficers, N = 54).

"Well, it might, but I don't think we'll ever be able to get away
from at least two to three big exercises a year to be really combat ready"
(23% of commanders and staff officers, N = 18).

"This is what we do now--except I wouldn't want to swear about how
good our CPX's are and about the marrying end of it" (10% of commanders
and staff officers, N = 8).

"Concentration on excellence at the small unit level is essential.

We learned this well from Viet Nam., The most serious error we make that

I can think of is that we seem to practice our combat errors and mistakes
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in our peacetime CPX's. This must stop" (staff officer, mechanized

division).
"Even after as short a period as three months without a CPX, the
statf gets rusty. These combat skills are, for my money, highly perish-

able" (mechanized division commander).

(Tl e e e e

"There is no realism in the conduct of G4 activities on the typical
CPX. Nothing is being moved. No supplies are needed, etc., and, worst
of all, the statistics or figures are hypothetical and unrealistic or

they are based on World War II concepts" (staff officer, infantry division).

IV, Training and Career Patterns for Field Grade Officers

QUESTION A: |Are you satisfied with present career training programs
for commanders and staff officers? If no, how can it
be improved?

pr———" frenemen oese oy oo r—-

"No, I'm not satisfied. I think we have got to do better, especially
in view of the way the world is changing and the way warfare is changing" -
(847 of the commanders and staff officers, N = 67).

"Yes, pretty much so., I think our present orientation based on the

Haines Board concept is already out of date, however, and that we ought to

80 back to some of our earlier ideas" (25% of school group, N = 3),

"No, I think the Haines Board concepts really brought us forward, b,
educationally, into the Twentieth Century. But we need to look ahead [
and change the entire career patterns to reflect the need for more educa-
tion, technical know-how, and politics so we can handle ourselves in the
political infighting and the political arena' (15% of the school group,
N=2),

"Yes, I think that the present career training pattern on an overall
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basis is much better than it used to be, but further improvements are
needed and they can be made'" (60X of school group, N = 7).

"Specialization and a career in one field of specialized endeavor
like an Army surgeon might be the answer to the training problem, but I'm
afraid it might create more problems than it would solve" (52% of the
total population, N = 48).

"If something could be worked out with career patterns for advance-
ment in narrower fields of specialization, i.e., more specialized career
fields be created, then maybe it would solve a lot of manpower supply and
personnel problems" (337 of the total population, N = 30).

QUESTION B: |'The best coumander is the man who has served in all staff

positions at some time in his career.' Do you agree with
this?

"Is there any such a man? Of course, no one lives so long that he
has the opportunity to be a 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 before getting command.
Well--anyway, he's a rare bird if he did. But yes, I can see the merit
in what you're proposing. Such a man would be superbly trained, and if
he's the right sort of man to boot, he'd make a8 superb leader" (93X of
total population, N = 86),

"I think you're talking about an impossible idealistic training
situation" (41% of the total population, N = 38).

QUESTION C: jWith common ROAD Division structure, staff interchange-

ability among the service branches is feasible and
should be encouraged. Do you agree?

"Yes, I agree' (87% of total population, N = 80).
"We do this anyway now" (13X of total population, N = 12),
"Unfortunately, there is no ROAD organization, per se. It differs

structurally from unit to unit and mission to mission" (staff officer,
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infantry division). L.
"If you were to assemble a G staff now from four or five different

divisions--where they are currently acting in Assistant G staff roles--

they would behave like they came from five different foreign armies. I
. : agree most heartily" (infantry division commander).

? ? "I'm not so sure the flexibility of the ROAD concept is really l,
good--who commands the battalion, the Battalion CO or the Brigade CO? l

Under the ROAD concept there is too much confusion over whethar division

contacts the battalion directly or works through the brigade" (airborne i
division commander).
§ ? "ROAD concept is not followed in Viet Nam. The TOE is or was
‘ designed for combat and it isn't adequate for garrison in foreign areas.
The ROAD concept makes the brigade a tactical headquarters, not an admin-
istrative one, and this just doesn't work since in Viet Nam the brigade
does everything. True, we're not allowing the ROAD concept to work, but
the point is--it doesn't work even if we did" (staff officer, armored
' division).
| "The brigade position in garrison is s wost difficult position-- >
! sither tactically or administratively--gsometimes the division goes

directly to battalion and somstimes they don't. Ve never know vhen or

vhy" (infantry brigade commsnder).

i QUESTION D: |1s it a serious mistake to prepare staff officers for World
j {War 1I1 using World War Il concepts?

L G i R

"Pexnaps, but vhat else do we have but experience to go on? In
) fact, 'lessons learned’--supposedly from Viet Naw--are old hat to

. 2%

exparienced World War Il combat troops, even to those mot in the Pacific l




Theater. What worries me more is the fact that the schools always teach

that optimum conditions prevail; i.e., that you have a full TOE, maximum

support, an equal number of opposing forces and aggressors, etc. Moreover,

I feur we tend to operate nowadays on too grand a scale--we seem to think

we'll have computers and robots down at platoon level--this is wrong.

Maybe in 1990, but not now" (81% of commandcrs and staff personnel, N = 65).
"I'm more concerned about the lack of realism in our training. For

real training effectiveness for our staff officers, we ocught to let some

of our amateur graduates prepare the operations orders, and then have the

command try to operate with what he's done. Not only would this provide

excellent training, but it would be maximally realistic for everyone"
(staff officer, mechanized division).

QUESTION E: :Would cress trainiug among staff jobs be of value?

“Certainly it would. This, of course, is the approach taken by the

C&GS school and by the branch gervice schools. Every student is taught

all five jobs. Well--maybe 'taught' is incorrect and 'familiarized' would
be better. Anyway, they are told sboul all five jobs and how the $7-53
or G2-G3 Sections and the S1~-S4 or Gl-G4 Sections operate. If you're
asking about cross training at the OJT level, then yes, I think there
should be a2 lot of it--but there should be more OJT in the primary jobs
too--we don't even have time to do enough of this" (63% of the comsanders
and staff officers, X = 50).

“Unfortunstely at the brigade and battalion levels the people (staff)
don't even get the formal training they need, and too few of the young
staff officers ve get have had the field experience. If thay are ade-
quately experienced in the field~-independently of having done staff

2?
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work--the transition to staff 1s easy; otherwise, it's difficult for the
man to make the adjustment" (senior staff officer, airborne division).
"Well, personnel shortages and personnel turnover have a lot to do
with the training problem. Right now captains and lieutenants are filling
our brigade staff slots and majors are a rarity. I cannot request and
get a man that is school trained at this level. Deployment priorities
determine whether you get the trained or not. And trained means just
that, general not specific. What they learn they lesarn from me and the
other seniors. As for cross~training, they get a lot, naturally, since
we ghift them around as a result of turnover, putting the most experi-

enced in the 3 and 4 slots" (commander, mechanized division).

V. General and Local Staff Training Problems

QUESTION A: |Are staff officers well trained when they start their job?
Do you assume they'll learn on the job? Were your present
staff officers trained at Leavenworth?

"Some are and some aren't well trained at the outset. If I can
handpick who I want, they're well trained. Of course, if you have a good
J and a good 4, this helps tremendously. I figure they can learn a lot
on the job--they have to, in fact, in order to work with a particular
commander and his style as well as the outfit i{tself--each unit has
its own peculiarities. As for my present staff, about half of them were
at C&GS--the other half is much too young" (64% of commanders and chiefs
of staff, N » 22),

"Trained or untrained, the new staff officer has a lot to learn on
the job and he needs to be adaptable and flexible. Persomnel turnover

is a...problem. Policy files should be a law--unfortunately, they are
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not a universal phenomena" (senior staff officer, mechanized division).

QUESTION B: |How can branch service schools improve their staff training
Iprograms?

"This is really a rough problem, but I think the branch schools try
to do too much" (75% of commanders and staff officers, N = 60),

"They try to teach the young officer how to be all things to all
men at once, and all he winds up with is a smattering of ignorance--much
as I hate to say it" (51X of commanders and staff officers, N = 41).

"They model their instruction pretty much on what C&GS teaches, and
they try tc make them all generals" (42X of commanders and staff officers,
N = 34),

"I think they teach too much at too high a level" (382 of commenders
and staff officers, N = 30).

"Maybe well worked-out training exercises at the battalion and
brigade levels similar to Leavenworth's JAYHAWK and SESAME might be the
beat way to teach the S-level jobs. Especially if every student rotated
through all the jobs~-worked common problems in each job, ete.” (sugges-
tion by one commander and two staff officers).

"In my opinion, and remembering some of the training exercises that
we ran, I think that wany of their so-called CPX's are better suited for
the strategic rather than the tactical level” (chief of staff, mechanized
division).

"fwo things are wrong at the school. First, no one dares teach
doctrine at the school level any move—-they're sfraid that it would
infringe on the prerogative of the commander, and second, they then tura

right around and preach and teach the philosophy that anyone can be a
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great leader. So what do we get? Ignorance and arrogance, that's what!”
(rommander, infantry division).
QUESTION C: {It has been argued that most current CPFX's test and train

only the $2-83 snd G2-C) sections. Is this trus? If true,
what should be done about itc?

“Yes, unfortunately, this i{s essentially correct” (831 of commanders
and staff officers, X = 66).

"We have slighted the other staff functions in fevor of the 2 and
3 section. There is little time or opportunity to consider division C4
or G5 duties, or to involve all of the necessary support peopls”™ (47X of
commanders and staff officers, N = 38).

"We alsc need to learn to operate with less than a full staff of
suppert people, vhich is seldom dons. At the outset you lose 101 of
your people for details--Red Cross, PX, etc.--and another 102 to ANOL
snd sick call; so you're down 201 to start with” (21% of commsnders and
staff officers, X = 17},

“There's a definite need for somebody to portray the G4 business
during wartime, and to furnisn guidance for and emphasis on the attain-
ment of combat readiness” (commander, mechanized division).

“The Gl and G4 are naglected in the scemarios of wost CPX's. Omce
again, you get rusty unless you practice these skills periocdically”
(airborne division commander).

QUESTION D: |Not all staff officers attend CiGS Collegs. low is the
best vay to train these officers?

— e~ w—rao

“The obvious answer is aither on the job or by correspondence
courses from CiGS., How, if ve had the time and if ve had the training
nission and {f we had good CPX's or staff training prodblems, them we of
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course could do it here in the unit--but let's put first things first;

ve have a mnission, and it must come first. We need the officer glresdy

Srained--not here for us to train” (871 of commanders and chiefe of staff,
N = 31).
QUESTION E: | It has been suggested that a continuing OJT map exerciss or
wvar geme package desi;ned to train the staff in all aspects
of combat operstions and used daily as » sort of mm
and to £31] in slack periods would be & "painless” and

optimsl way to keep a staff trained and combst ready. W#hat
jdo you think oi this idea?

"Now that I understand vhat you have in mind-~1 think it is an
excellent {dea” (942 of total population, X = 87).

"When and where can we get such a package? Such a thing would work
oaly if ve got the package slready vorked out in grest detail--snd if the
ides received strong commsnd emphasis” (4% of total population, ¥ = 3),

“Since ve're & STRIKE outfit, we do something pretty much like this
already. We have to in order to stay ready” (airborne staff officer).

"Me do this heve in this brigade and ve've been doing it for the

padt o yaars. UWo have 3 vegulsr mzy eusrsizse gsame rthar we slay and

we fight back and forth across + Esch officer plays his
own staff vele with our vegular TOE and S0P, and I give them prodlems
periodically they have to solve. We von a smedsl on the last DESERT
STRIKE exercise, {f you vent to know how effective 1t is” (arwor Lrigade
commander). (This paragraph has been quoted exsctly in & previous
saction, p. 18.)

QUESTION F: !Can you think of any sajor or minor staff training probless

or stalf{ problems of any sort that are in nesd of solutiom
and/or additionsl research?

.

1. "Our present TOE makes it sbselutely fmpossible to ssn and staff
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the two command posts called for in the ROAD division organisation. We
have neither the personnel nor the communications for this capsbility.”
(872 of the commanders and staff officers, M = 70, sade this ur & similar
cbservation.)

2. "Every brigade SOP vithin the division should be identical—
wmfortunstely they ars not. In this organization, wmfortunately, the
brigsdes are really operating as regiments. In theory, the ROAD building
block concept might work, in practice it doosa’t” (steff officer,
mechanized infantry division). _

3. “People think paperverk decreases once you lesve Stateside~—soms,
yes, but there is sn increasc in other activities sufficiently large to
sccount for a threefold increase in pspenork during coabat™ (ccamender,
sirborne division).
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APPENDIX A: LIST OF QUESTIONS ON WHICH THE INTERVIEWS WERE BASED

. Bu B 300 RESQORR1IDILIE1E8 O en2ral apd Unft § , Offc‘

a. Ve have heard there are no differences between the job eof a Gl
and an S1, the job of a G2 and an 82, ete., except in terms of degree ot
amount of detsil. Yet there appear to be discrepancies between vhat is
taught at the Command and GCeneral Staff College (generel staff level) and
what is taught at the branch service schools (unit staff level). Could
you clarify this for us?

b. Are the duties and responsidilities of a staff officer spproxi-
mately the same in combat and in garrvison?

c. Since so much of the staff officer's job is the same, {.e.,
providing information, making esti{mates, making recommendations, preparing
plans and orders, supervising, etc., it would seem it doosn't matter which
jobe=l, 2, 3 or 4-—a traimed efficer ig assigned to. Yet wu hesr that
different staff jobs requive differnnt aptitudes, traits, and abilities.
Moreover, the commandar, we ubderstand, is guile parvticuler ia seieciing
certain men for cevtalnm etaff positiens. Just what s the case heve?

4. VFrom our atudy of the training literature and our faitiel coaver-
satien with stoff afficers at Fort Knex, we have the impresafon that not
paly wmest the siaff officer kaow his {adividual job but he aust also be
able o be creative within the existing wets of limivaticwe. 18 thig

true?  Should every staff officer de a problem-sulver, and trained thie
way?

€. Wual do you consider to Bé the primery akill reguiresents ev
bostc aptitudes and abilities {or a division (brigade) (battaiien)
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commander? Chief of staff? ¢l (S1)? G2 (82)? G3 (83)? G4 (84)7 GS¢

f. Can you think of any one skill or ability that is of fundamentasl
importance to & commander? A staff officer?

g A few years ago our research unit wvas asked to look iato the
problem of basic personality and aptitude difforences between “"commanders”
and "staff officers.” A number of people had argued that good commsnders
are born, and that good staff oificers are fundamentally--i.e.,
constitutionally— different from the "commsnder” type. What is your
opinion?

h. How do you feel about the present training philosophy that
assunes every officer will beceme both a commander and a etaff officer,
and trains him uccordingly?

2. On-the-Job Training Fra.tices and Procedures for Staff Personnel

a. What sort of on~the=-job trainiag for the stalf is given in your
organization?

b. Who prepares your staff traiaing exercises (CPX's) (aTT's)
(FTX's)? Who wonitors (supervises) (scorves) this trainiag?

¢. Are you satisfied with the training your staf{ has received se¢
far? Your own trainimg?! I8 wvhat way or vays dovs {t need to be improved?

4. Do you feel you have smough tiae for OJT? 1f ne, what do you
think {3 the best selution tv this dileuwma?

€. Por irexporienced officers awuly assigred to the »taff jobs, bow
do you go about supervisisg their work, 1.s., “breaking thes 1a™?

. Con you thiank of any wuys and mesns by which on-the~job traiaiag
can bo improved?

g Would, i your opirion, a DIOC (CP) tvainer, » computerised wvay
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game, or some such training device be of any value to your unit?

h. Are you or any of your officers taking any correspondence courses
from C&GS?

i. 1In your own opinion, what is the best way to prepare or train a
staff for combat?

j. Are any of the garrison activities you noﬁ undertake of any
training value to your combat job? How about members of your staff, the
1, 2, 3, or &7

3. Combat Readiness Training--Command Post and Field Training Exercises

a. What sorts and kinds of combat training do you provide for
memhers of your staff? Are you satisfied wiﬁh this training? If no,
what is wrong with it? How can it be improved? What obstacles prevent
your bringing about this improvement?

b. How many CPX's do ycu have annually? How are they carried out?
Do you feel they are effective? If no, why not?

¢. Are FTX's of any combat training value to members of your staff?
If yes, how? If no, why not?

d. In view of the c.pense snd severe restrictions on maneuver
space for combat units of battalior, brigade, and division size, 1t has
been suggested that combat readiness could still be achieved by (1) con-
centrating on improved training at the squad, platoon, and company level;
(2) improving the realism of CPX's and increasing their number; and then
(3) putting the two trained products from (1) and (2) together. What is
your opinion of this suggestion?

4, Training and Career Patterns for Field Grade Offlcers

a. Are you entirely satisfied with the prese¢nt career training
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pattern for the commander and the staff officer? If no, how do you feel
it could be improved?

b. The statement has been made to the effect that "The best commander
would be a aman who has served in all of the staff positions first." Here
the argument is, all other things being equal--i.e., temperament, etc,--
that such a man would better know and understand the staff work and could
(1) use his staff wmore efficiently and (2) train cthem better since he
knows the jobs. What do you think of this?

¢. With the commen ROAD divisional structure for armor, infantry,
artillery, etc., some officers have intimated that interchangeability
at the staff level among the branches of service, etc., is not only
feasible but should be encouraged for broadening and training purposes.
What do you think of this proposal?

d. Many experienced officers have expressed the thought that every
war is different, and preparing the staff officer for World War III
using World War II concepts and piucedures is a serious mistake. Do you
agree or disagree?

e. Do you feel that cross-training among the staff-level jobs
would be of value? That is, teach each man to understand the other man's
job, since so much cross-support and coordination is needed in staff work.
How do you feel about this?

5. General and Local Staff Training Problems

a. Do you feel that your staff officers are well trained when they
start their job? Do you assume that they'll learn the job on the job?
Have all your present staff officers been trained at Fort Leavenworth?

b. How, in your opinion, can the branch service schools improve
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their staff training programs? Since they are supposed by mission to
prepare the young officer for command in combat--for special staff work

as well as f~r S1, §2, 83, S4, and S5 duties-~how do you think they can
best accomplish these multiple missions in the time allotted to the Career
Course at the school?

c. It has been argued that current staff training in CPX's attempts
to simulate combat conditions and is primarily a workout for the G2-G3
and §2-83 Sections, with little or no involvement for the 1, 4, or 5
elements, and especially little exercise for the numerous other assis-
tant staff members, etc. How do you feel about this? Is it true? 1If
so, what can be done about it?

d. Not all career officers are able to attend C&GS before being
assigned to staff jobs. How, in your opinion, is the best way to train
such officers?

e. 1t has been suggested that a continuing war game--involving all
of the staff members in their assigned combat roles and played by the
staff incumbents as a sort of hobby--could be superimposed on the daily
unit schedule with little or no harm. By the use of current SOP's,
TOE's, contingency and emergency plans, local maps, aeriel photos, etc.,
such trailning exercises--carried out on a day~to-day, week-~by-week basis
and intensified whenever slack periods in day-by-day garrison operations
permit--would and could be an effective and easy-to-accomplish tralning
procedure for the noncombat TOE unit staff officers. What do you think
of this proposal? If such exercises--staff training exercises--were
prepared and packaged (with recommended staff actions and procedures),

would you be able and willing to use them for on~the-job staff training?
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f. Can you think of any major (or minor) staff training problems in

need of solutions and/oi additional research? -
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